
. . . 2016.  2 (34)

 165.0; 165.12
DOI: 10.17223/1998863 /34/12

. 

?

-
, -

. -
,

, 
.

: , , .

, 
 « »  « -

»  « ». 
, , , -

, , . 
, 

, 
. -

 « », « » ( ,  « »), « », « -
», « », « » . , -

, 
, , 

. , 
.

, , -
:

 ( ) -
?

, 
. . , ,

, , 
, 

 –  [1]. -
. 

, , -
, -

. , 
.

, , -
, -



? 105

, , -
. , , , .  [2], -

, , -
. , 

, ,
, 

, , ,
, , 

. , ,
, -

, , -
. . , , 

, , , -
, , -

. 
 « » 

.
,  ( ) 

. 
, 

. -

, 

. -
, , 

-
. 

, .
, -

 « » . 
, -

 « » 
. , -

,  « », 
. 

,
.

-
. « » 

, , . 
-

 – , -
-

. , 



. 106

. -
, 

, , 
, , : -

 [3]. , ,
 [4].

, 
 [5. P. 44]. , -

-
,  – , -

. ,
-

, -
. , -
. , 

, -
. , 

,
.

. 
, . ,

, . 
, 

, .
. , -

-
, , , -

. 
, 

, . , -
, -

. -
, -

 – . 
 « » [6]. -

, -
, . 

. ,  « »
[6. C. 60]. , -

, , -
. -

, 
, . -

. , , . . . ,
, -

: , -



? 107

, . ? 
, , -

, .
-

. , -
, . , -

,  « » 
,  « ». -

, 
» , -

. , ,
-

, . , 
, , -

 [7]. , -
. , -

, ,
. -

, , -
.

, , 

. -
:  « », « », « » . -

,  « ».
,  « » , , ,

, -
 « ». , , -

. ( , 
.) , -

? -
, ,  – , 

 – 
.  « » , -

,  « » 
, .

,  « » -
,  – -

, 
: « : " "». 

 « , -
»  « , », 

-
.

, 



. 108

? . ,
-

, 
, .

, -
. , 

, -
. , ,

 « , 
, », 

 « », « »  « ». -
 « », « ... ...». , -

, , -
, ,  LineAge 2, 

. , -
-

, . -
, 

, ,
, , .

1. . ,  // : -
 ( ). .: . , , 1998. . 376–400.

2. Dennet D.C. Fast Thinking // The Intentional Stance. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1987.
P. 324–337.

3. Loar B. Must Beliefs Be Sentences? // Proceedings of the Biennial Meeting of the Philosophy
of Science Association. 1982. 2. P. 627–643.

4. Harman G. Beliefs and Concepts: Comments on Brian Loar, «Must Beliefs Be Sentences?» //
PSA: Proceedings of the Biennial Meeting of the Philosophy of Science Association. 1982. Vol. 2:
Symposia and Invited Papers. P. 654–661.

5. Field H. Mental Representation // Erkenntnis. 1978. Vol. 13. P. 9–61.
6.  C. . : . ,

2005.
7. Block N. Semantics, Conceptual Role // The Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy. – URL:

https://www.rep.routledge.com/articles/semantics-conceptual-role ( : 03.06.2015).

Moiseeva Anna Y. Institute of philosophy and law of the Siberian branch of the RAS (No-
vosibirsk, Russian Federation)

DOI: 10.17223/1998863 /34/12
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Conceptual role semantics (CRS) is an approach to investigate intentional mental states basing on
the idea of linguistic nature of thinking. The matters discussed in this paper are the ability of CRS to
provide an acceptable criterion for the content of functional states and also some advantages and diffi-
culties that occur when CRS is used to describe mental content itself.The problem of criterion for the
content of functional states is closely connected with the problem of differing intrinsic and derived
intentionality, in Searle’s terms. CRS does not explain genesis of intrinsic intentionality but gives
some account of it by analyzing so-called conceptual roles. The main assumption of CRS is that
thought has content because it consists of concepts, each of which have syntactic and semantic proper-
ties that is supposed by the subject himself to be stable enough to use this concept in reasoning.Being

https://www.rep.routledge.com/articles/semantics-conceptual-role


? 109

the extension of the theory of meaning in use CRS is faced to the characteristic problems of this the-
ory, such as the rule-following problem and the problem of grounding the principle of compositional-
ity. The ways to solve them are barely outlined at best. For all that CRS seems to be able to cope with
some other problems better than classical semantic theory. Specifically, it provides more plausible way
to interpret indexical concepts and gives simpler account of the logical form of thoughts.
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